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\.»w _?vo«m:mzma Mexican Immigrant Family

_mw. Mn“ﬂw almost ._ in ,_c Internet users who had not used Facebook were interested in doing so. Among those
W S :57.... using _.n,nn_x.cr atsome point, reasons for the “break” included not having enough time, lacking
interest _M thesite, not seeing valuable content, and disliking gossiping by their friends.

Asindicated in Exhibit 1.7, Rainie et al. also found that women were more likely to report increased interest in

Facebook and to expect increased use in the next year.

Exploratory Research
Exploratory research seeks to find out how people get along in the setting under

question, what meanings they give to their actions, and what issues concern them. Exploratory ressarch: Seeks to find
The goal is to learn “What is going on here?” and to investigate social phenomena oM peopi get axorig i UhC setig
without explicit expectations. This purpose is associated with the use of methods that Mamﬂwﬂﬂw%?i&ﬁoﬁ iﬁ:ww i
capture large amounts of relatively unstructured information or that take a field of | concern Sman o S
inquiry in a new direction. For example, researchers investigating social ties occur-
ring :zwcw__ the Internet have had to reexamine the meaning of “community,” asking whether cyberspace
interactions can constitute a community that is seen as “real and essential” to participants (Fox & Roberts

1999:644). “How is identity—true or counterfeit—established in online ¢ es?” asked Peter Kollock and | _

Marc Smith (1999:9). How can elderly people use the Internet to manage their heart conditions better (Loader [

etal. 2002)? Exploratory research such as this frequently involves qualitative methods, which are the focus of

Chapters 10and 11,as well as special sections in many other chapters. Mobile Communities

Example: Can Intemet resources help elderly persons manage heart conditions? The Internet provides
a “space where disparate individuals can find mutual solace and exchange information within a common
community of interest” (Loader et al. 2002:53). It easy to understand why these features of the Internet “space”
have made it a popular medium for individuals seeking help for health problems. Too often, however, elderly
persons who grew up without computers do not benefit from this potentially important resource.

Descriptive Research
Descriptive research: Research . .
which social phenomena are defined Defining and describing social phenomena of interestisa part of almost any research
and described investigation, but descriptive researchis often the primary focus of the first research The Value of Facebook /J
about some issue. Descriptive questions asked in research on social ties have included “ :
the following: What is the level of particular types of social ties in America (McPhers . 2006)7 What social ‘, Nﬁwﬁnﬁaﬂuﬂw\ﬁw?g@ong~ﬁ”g giﬂrm.
and cultural patterns characterize disadvantaged neighborhoods (Harding 2 What types of social tiesdo I RRNCHITTOn f P year
Internet users have (Nie & Erbring 2000)? Measurem ¢ (the topic of Chapter 4) and sampling (Chapter 5) are ! 50% -
central concerns in descriptive research. Survey research (Chapter 8) is often used for descriptive purposes. i
Some comparative research also has adescriptive purpose (Chapter 13) 40% -
Example: Comings and going Fa L’ Lee Rainie, Director of the Pew Internet Project, and his o
. o A 2 5 > el
colleagues Aaron Smith and Maeve Duggan (201 3) sought to describe the frequency with which Americans
stopped using Facebook and the reasons they did so. To investigate this issue, they surveyed 1,006 American
adults by phone and asked them such questions s, 20% 16% 16%
Do you ever use Facebook? 10% -
i 0%
5 More important Increased time
¢!
= Women @& Men

Have you ever voluntarily taken a break from using Facebook for a period of several weeks or mor

They found that two thirds of American adults who use the Internet also use Facebook and that most (61%) 2
Facebook at some time for at least several weeks (Rainie etal,
1 urce: Pew Research Center's Internet & American Life Project Omnibus Survey, conducted December 13 to 16, 2012, on landline and

c:mn._‘&e <. N for male Facebook users = 233. N for female Facebook users = 292

say they have voluntarily taken a break from using
2013). Rainie et al. also found that one fifth of Internet users said they had once used Facebook but
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worksa ch..,ﬂ,.:,,.,?_,ﬁ.:ﬂ:_ with the maintenance of social ties in the local community involving personal or
hone contact. The researchers actually found that people who have more in-person and phone :V_: iections
also tend to use the Internet more. The social value of the Internet s also increased because it is used to scek help
and make decisions at important times. ~
researchers have also found that the Internet can be “a catalyst for creating and maii _”__hwhm
Iman 2 3

friendships and family relationships” (UCLA Center for Communication Policy 2001:8; seealso Stern & Dil

some that using the Internet may interfere w ::2_5H.éci._‘,:n_.__ ties (Nie & Erbrir
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Evaluation research seeks to determine the effects of programs, policies, or other
efforts to affect social patterns, whether by government agencies, priv

nonprofits, or

Chapter 1 € ety

for-profit businesses. This is a type of explanatory research because it deals with cause and effect, but it differs
from other forms of explanatory research because evaluation research focuses on one type of :E% programs
?.__:n,..::_.:__E::7::5n_‘::_i.:,:.,:eLZ:mn:5:, _Frr.::,_:._:.?__.:L::.w 337) ::.,:MENT,:,S,
some issues thatare not relevant in other types of expl , ‘

natory research. Concern regarding the potential impact of
alternative policies regarding the Internet provided an impetus for new evaluation research Chapter 12 introduces
evaluation research

ample: Does high-speed Internet access change community life? Netville's dev opers connected
allhomes in this new suburban Toronto community with a high-speed cable and appropriate devices for Internet
access. Sociologists Barry Wellman and Keith Hampton (1999) used this arrangement to evaluate the impact
of Internet access on social relations. They surveyed Netville residents who were connected to the Internet and
compared them with residents who had not activated their computer connections. Hampton actually lived in
Netville for 2 years, participating in community events and taking notes on social interaction ‘

It proved to be difficult to begin research in a rapidly developing community (Hampton & Wellman 1999),
but a combination of household surveys and participant observation, supplemented by analysis of postings to the
community e-mail list and special group discussions (focus groups), resulted in a comprehensive investigation of
the role of the computer network in community social life (Hampton & Wellman 2000)

Hampton and Wellman found that Internet access increased social relations of residents (“I 0" in Exhibit
1.8) with other households, resulting in a larger and less geographically concentrated circle of friends. E-mail was
used to set up face-to-face social events rather than as a substitute for them. Information about home repair and
other personal and community topics and residents’ service needs were exchanged over the Internet. Sensitive
personal topics, however, were discussed offline. Although wired residents knew more people within Netville by
name and talked to more people on a regular basis than did the nonwired residents, they were not more likely
» actually visit other residents (Hampton 2003:422). Hampton and Wellman also found that being wired into
the computer network enabled residents to maintain more effectively their relations with friends and relatives
elsewhere. Overall, community ties were enriched and extra-community social ties were strengthened (Hampton
& Wellman 2001).

The Development of Social Ties in a New Wired and Nonwired
Neighborhood
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Qualitative Research

Quantitative methods: Methods such
as surveys and experiments that
record variation in social life in terms

of categonies that vary in amount.
Data that are treated as quantitative
are either numbers or attributes that
can be ordered by magnitude.
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interviewing, and focus groups that

are designed to capture socizl ife

as participants expernence it rather
than in categories “\_ua&.v..\:.::..\h.

by the researcher. These methods
rely on written or spoken words or
observations that do not often have
adirect numenical interpretation nw)
typically involve exploratory .nxxuw:ﬂ_
questions, inductive reasoning, m.‘_‘
onentation to social context and
human subjectivity, and the meanings
attached by participants to events and

to their lives.
= J

Important as itis, I don’t want to place too i
iilistn B ce tod ::._nr emphasis on the distinction betw itative
 pmile et M..” h:,dmﬁ.hw MMM%“ scientists often combine these Bﬁrcauwsnﬂm_,”_nﬂ_.ﬂﬂm__.s_: s
b s a5 o o.v used surveys to generate counts of community :ﬁs‘h_w_ﬂamz?
il 8532.:_ . elp interpret these behaviors, they also observed social i -
- In this way, qualitative data about social settings can be used _8 ._h____mnanﬂ:o“
rstan

c.,.:m_w__‘._m in quantitative data better (Campbell & Russo 1999:141)

eu i b

:E_dm:_uhwhmﬂ_““_“w“a methods to study one research question is called

i i v‘n:._ i M:Mmg._w g._z: aresearcher can get a clearer picture of the

i :im:.”_._ ied by viewing it from several different perspectives. Each

e ities in a specific research application, and all can benefi : fi
ination of one or more other methods (Brewer & Hunter 1989; mnm_“”d%““

Sidani 1995).

Triangulation: The use of multiple
methods to study one research
question; also used to mean the use of
two or more different measures of the
same variable.

The distinction between quantitative and itati ;
converted to quantitative / " qualitative data is not always sharp. itati
it m_»_mu& gsaanﬂwﬂnﬁ” ”, e _une:: the frequency of particular s.ew% or vmqmuw “”w__%.&s s
may also include questions asking f ) m.m?& behaviors. Surveys that collect primaril .:::.2 eaders
textual snalysis. Qualitative Rmnmaﬂn: ritten responses, and these responses may be .._Wnﬁ_n_ ina _a:_ﬁ data
orobservational data: We consid TS may. test explicit explanations of social pheno s :m.:&.
onsider a mixed-method strategy in more detail in QM_EQ __:mnzuac st
and we examine

particular combinations of methods in most other chapters.

Positivist or Constructivist Philosophies
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ere are ¢ ¥ /¢ 3 1 !

& cg.np.”m,,_h”ﬂmu_ __m_; of human behavior, and with the belief that m_“,n._:“.msan &
e _mz. ==g iased ”.o see reality clearly (Weber 1949:72). Positivism »Gn:w
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ke n—for example, th icti
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::r._ - “M_ﬁ_ M.ar?;a .___zozm those who use the Internet EoRWS: Ewﬁ =MM__A“M_.”_ ;

standingactual social processes. Quantitati i
ol p Quantitative researchers are often guided by a

Positivism: The belief, shared by
most scientists, that there is a reality
that exists quite apart from our own
perception of it, that it can be under-
stood through observation, and that it
follows general laws.
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Interpretivism: The belief that the
meanings peopie give to
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esearch without
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subjective
their expenences
for social scence f
believing that reality itsel
constructed. ¢

Hermeneutic circle: Represents
the dialectical process i which the
researcher obtains information from
multiple stakeholders ina setting,
refines his or her understanding

of the setting, and then tests that
understanding with successive

| facts should be
11). The idea is n0
til resultsare published.

respondents.

Feminist research: Research with
a focus on women's lives that often
includes an orientation to personal
experience, subjective orientations,
the researcher’s standpoint, and

emotions.

Postpositivismisd philosophy thatis closely related to positivism because talso
1 objective re ality, but *.:,ésv::.zv, acknowledge the complexity
ts who study it (Guba &

assumes an externd . ‘.
of this reality and the limitations and biases of the scientis

Lincoln _cﬁ 109-111). For example,s ?_,,:5,,:.:._.,; may worry that researchers,
,.,.—5 are heavy computer users themselves, ¥ 1l be biased in favor of ::&:.m positive
social effects of computer use. Asaresult of concerns such as this, p¢ —?.m:im? donot
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ientists believe t

Constructivist social s¢
and that the goal of social scientists is 10 und
reality, not to determine how reality works apar

philosophy rejects the positivist belief that thereisa concrete ..
«cientific methods helpus understand (Lynch &Bogen 1997); instead, constructivists

believe that people construct animage of reality based on their own preferences and

prejudices and their interactions with othersand that thisis as true of scientistsas it

is of everyone else in the social world. This means that we can never be sure that we
. 1 rents

have understood reality properly, that / different
copl &.._.ﬂn:_?»:a;ov,a erce] :2.:25:8:

cience should focus " (Rubin & Rubin 1995:35).
Constructivism emphasizes that different stakeholders in a social setting

construct different beliefs (Guba & Esﬁo_a_omwuﬁusmv. ncsm:dn:im:m?n
particular attention to the different goals of researchers and other participants ina
research setting and may seek to develop a consensus among participants about
how to understand the focus of inquiry (Sulkunen 2008:73): “Truth is a matter of the
best-informed and most sophisticated construction on which there is consensus at
» (Schwandt 1994:128). Interpretivism isa related research philosophy
e of understanding subjective meanings people 4'veto
is socially constructed.
nteractive research process, in whicha
researcher begins an ev al setting by identifying the different
interest groups in that setting. Inacircular process known asa hermener  circle
(Exhibit 1.9), the researcher interviews each respondent (R1,R2,etc) to learn how
they “construct” their thoughts and feelings about the topic of concern (C1, C2
etc.), and then mza_._m__w tries to develop a shared perspective on the problvm being
evaluated (Guba & Lincoln 1989:42, 180-181).

Feminist research is a term used to refer to research done by fcminists

(Reinharz 1992:6-7) and to a perspective on research that can involve many

agiventime
that emphasizes the importanc
reality without believing that reality itself

Constructivist inquiry may use an i
aluation in some soci
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KEY: R = Respondent
C = Construction

Source: Guba and Lincoln 1989

different methods (Reinharz 1992:240

me :240). The femini i

constructivist elements of Vi s s 45 : :

e MN*_MMMM W__”r personal experience and mcvvnnnNMWMM”n___..“_sanw :.n. —

T Lo Lo ﬁoow._wov_ er & _..35. 2007:4-5). Feminist Rmuu-nmw S

multilayered, of sensitivity to ..:n i il ey Gn e i s i comn

e —.d_dm.aﬁ c.m .82»_ differences, of v&:mu:m “in mM n_w_ s.c_.—m i

i el rc ; n~ s position. African American feminist s A
s who are sensitive to their “outside” role zw»ﬁm:n”_.%mq _vmin,; S

social situation may have
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: : P ! t ey become different eir difference sensitizes
hemto pa terns that may be more difficult for established wcnwo—owmnw—_mbman ~_ _ “
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‘ou know that social scientists seek i

Py ek to describe and explain how soci S

b il ?o%w%”@m? ”o answer questions mcw—_ as, ..:ohﬁ%“%ﬂ._.a.

ol o Mﬁ_n:nw... and “Why do some people, groups, or wo_ma“_.nm

e e e an_”. Other researchers have investigated .__x mea ing

B nd the consequences of having fewer social ti ok
at the world is like and why it works as it does un&”u_”.;n e

— ic motiva-

ons—is the goal of basic science (Hammersley 2008:50).

Basic science: Research conducted
using the scientific method that has
the goals of figuring out what the world
is like and why it works as it does.
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e Ev__a: mﬂ««.ﬁﬂﬁhﬂ“ﬁ“ﬁw “= the preceding 30 yearsa tradition in social psychology of]
designalsorel

g ; ievable conditions for participants (Perry 20133

i ception to create different believa I . 01331
nuﬁzﬂn=~m_”ﬂw%mwﬁm_&n every effort to convince readers :z:, the E:_.n.:_ﬁ.ao.a:_gu t
X =i ted the conditions forachieving valid results. These particular conditions includeq the e
i its purported “worthy purpose” toadvance knowledge about Jeary

the experiment at Yale University, , .
Mwshwﬂa the voluntary participation of the subject as wellas of the _.wm rer—as faras the subject
zzmza‘ then tested the importance of some of these “particular conditions” (e.g., the location at yaj

replicationsof the basic experiment (Milgram 1965). )
However, not all social scientists agreed that Milgram's approach could achieve valid results. Milgray
article on the research, “Behavioral Study of Obedience,” was published in 1963 ir. the Journal of Abnoryg]
Social Psychology. In the next year, the American Psychologist published a critique of the experiment’s mey
and ethics by the psychologist Diana Baumrind (1964). Her critique begins wirh a rejection of the e
validity—the generalizability—of the experiment, because 1

Milgram (1963) then explai
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The laboratory is un familiar as a setting uwz_ :z,. rules of _:}3.:: ambiguous. . .. Therefore, the
Jaboratory is not the place to study degree of obedience or suggestibility, as a function of a _.z:_.ns_».~
experimental condition. [And so,] the .vﬁ_:__»._ between authority-subordinate relationships in Hitler’s
Germanyand in Milgram’s laboratory is unclear. (pp.421-423)

Milgram (1964) quickly published a rejoinder in which he &mnm_.nn.n s.w_: (among other things) the notion
hat it ;f:in._.:us to study obedience ina laboratory setting: “A subject vcc;&_n:na is no less problematical
i it occurs withina social institution called the psychological experiment” (p. 850).
?.r.,:_:_. sram (1974:169-178) also argued in his later book that his experiment had been replicated in other
,;._._w,a settings with the same results, that there was considerable evidence that the subjects had believed
p actually were administering shocks, and that the “essence” of his experimental manipulation—the

squest :.r: z__cwnn.m comply with a legitimate authority—was also found in the E_m_:.:u faced by people

& L/..w i Germany, soldiers at the My Lai massacre in Vietnam, and even the cultists who drank poison in
e ,,,_.sis Guyana, at the command of their leader, Jim Jones (Miller 1986:182-183).
_c_z_w,“:_:.:sm (1985) was still not convinced. In a follow-up article in American Psychologist, she argued
that “far from illuminating real life, as he claimed, Milgram E fact umvmmza to have 8..;::&& aset of
-onditions so internally inconsistent that they could not occur in real life” (p. 171). Z..rc:m: Milgram died
.Q___ 984, the controversy did not. A recent review of the transcripts and interviews with many participants
H:& .a.m&:o:n_ concerns about the experiment’s validity (Perry No._.wv..Z:mSB c:@n.ﬁm.& the
“ex ?.::_ns.nq.m.. efforts to get the subjects to comply, he o<a_,&m~& the subjects’ level of ov«m_gau. :m never
*:_Z_QN& one condition in which most subjects refused to give &.-o:.,m shocks i.:a: the “learner” was a
friend, and he didn’tacknowledge that even those classified as ..o@&.ﬁ: were looking for a way to get out of
the experiment. His claim that the results were replicated m... m_a_._h:‘ experiments around the world was only
partially true, and it seems clear from the transcripts and interviews that the aura created by the location at
Yale University and the emphasis on a contribution to “science” influenced many participants.

Do you agree with Milgram’s assumption that obedience could fruitfully be studied in the laboratory?
Do you find merit in Baumrind’s criticism? .>_.m you troubled by the new evidence that Milgram may have
v:&n::& his evidence selectively, to make his conclusions as convincing as possible? Will your evaluation
of the ethics of Milgram’s experiments be influenced by your answers to these questions? Should our ethical
judgments differ depending on whether we decide that a study provides valid information about important
social psychological processes? Should it matter that a 2005 replication of Milgram’s experiment (with less
severe “shocks”) for ABCTV supported Milgram’s conclusions (Perry 2013:275-279)2

[ can’t answer these questions for you, but before you dismiss them as Inappropriate when we are dealing
with ethical standards for the treatment of human subjects, bear in mind that both Milgram and his strongest
criticat the time, Baumrind, buttressed their ethical arguments with assertions about the validity (or invalidity)
of the experimental results. Itis hard to justify any risk for human subjects, or even any expenditure of time and
resources, if our findings tell us nothing about human behavior.

plac
that they

Honesty and Openness

The scientific concern with validity requires, in turn, that scientists be open in disclosing their methods and
honestin presenting their findings. In contrast, research distorted by political or personal pressures to find
particular outcomes or to achieve the most marketable results is unlikely to be carried out in an honest and
open fashion. Toassess the validity of a researcher’s conclusions and the ethics of their procedures, you need to
know exactly how the research was conducted. This means that articles or other reports must include a detailed
methodology section, perhaps supplemented by appendixes containing the research instruments, or websites or
anaddress where more information can be obtained.

Milgram presented his research in a way that would signal his adherence to the goal of honesty and
openness. His initial 1963 article included a detailed description of study procedures, including the text of
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protecting Research Participants

| standards concerning the treatment of human subjects are emphasized in federal regulations and the
mﬁ..ﬁ.__ _,,.: delines adopted by many professional social science organizations:
ethicalg .

« Researchshould cause noharm to subjects.

participation in research should be voluntary, and therefore subjects must give their informed consent
g :w participatein the research and researchers must disclose their identity.

Researchers should avoid deception, except in limited circumstances.
o Resed

Anonymity or confidentiality must be maintained for individual research participants unless it is
el R .
voluntarily and explicitly waived.

Consider the uses of a research project so that its benefits outweigh any foreseeable risks.
.
- ach of these standards became a focus of debate about Milgram’s experiments, so we will return frequently \ ——
_anru_ debate to keep our discussion realistic. We will also refer frequently to the ASA code to keep our f —
i tment current. You will soon realize that there is no simple answer to the question: What is (or isnt) o
:.W.S_ research practice? The issues are just too complicated and the relevant principles too subject to hﬂ_ﬂo“. :
MJ 2_ _‘.a_: interpretations. But, I do promise that by the time you finish this chapter, you will be aware of the Conse:
h&w_, issues in research ethics and be able to make informed, defensible decisions about the ethical conduct of
n
social science research.

Avoid Harming Research Participants

Although this standard may seem straightforward, it can be difficult to interpret in specific cases and harder
et to define in a way agreeable to all social scientists. Does it mean that subjects should not be harmed
w&nro_cmau_: as well as physically at all? That they should feel no anxiety or distress whatsoever during the

study or only after their involvement ends? Should the possibility of any harm, no matter how remote, deter

research? . ) ) . .
Before we address these questions with respect to Milgram’s experiments, a verbatim transcript of one
session will give you anidea of what participants experienced (Milgram 1965:67):

150 volts delivered. You want me to keep going?

165 volts delivered. That guy is hollering in there. There’s a lot of them here. He's liable to have a

heart condition. You want me to go on?

180 volts delivered. He can’t stand it! I'm not going to kill that man in there! You hear him

hollering? He's hollering. He can't stand it. . . . 1 mean who is going to take
responsibility if anything happens to that gentleman? [The experimenter
acceplsresponsibility.] All right.

195 volts delivered. Youssee he's hollering, Hear that. Gee, I don't know. [The experimenter says:

“The experiment requires that you go on.”]  know it does, sir, but I mean—
hugh—he don't know what he’s in for. He's upto 195 volts.

210 volts delivered.

225 volts delivered.

240 volts delivered.
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Whatis your opinion of the possibility for harm at this point? Does Milgram’s debriefing process

your concerns? Are you as persuaded by the subjects’ own endorsement of the ex perimentas was Milgram?. .
Whatabout possible harm to the subjects of the famous prison simulation study at Stanford Univer
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contract to work for 2 weeksasa m_._pa,.cq a _iwczﬁ inasimulated prison. Within the first 2 days after
the prisoners were 52?%::& by the “guards” ina _E_M.QZ: 3..2:32 prison, the prisoners began to
be passive and m;c_”m..::ma' while the guards became ‘sadistic”—verbally and physically aggressive
(Exhibit 3.9). Five “prisoners” were soon R._ﬁ_,,.& for depression, uncontrollable crying, fits of rage, and, in one
case, a psychosomatic rash. Instead of _c.::.m things continue for 2 weeks as planned, Philip Zimbardo and his
colleagues terminated the experiment after 6 days to avoid harming the subjects

._.r::_m__ discussions in wcaw_g_ postexperiment encounter sessions, feelings of stress among the
participants who played the role c.~ prisoner seemed to be relieved; E_cz.cv during the next year indicated no
Jasting negative effects on the participants and some benefits in the form of greater insight.

Would you ban such experiments because of the potential for harm to subjects? Does the fact that
Zimbardo’s and Milgram's experiments seemed to yield significant insights into the effect of a social situation
on human behavior—insights that could be used to improve prisons or perhaps lessen the likelihood of another
holocaust—make any difference (Reynolds 1979:133-139)7 Do you believe that this benefit outweighs the
foreseeable risks?

Chart of Guard and Prisoner Behavior
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1 The Lucifer Effect by Philip G. Zimbardo. Copy
, and Random House Group Ltd

2007 by Philip G. Zimbardo, Inc. Used by permiss
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&1y Consent Form A

University of Massachusetts Boston
Department of Sociology
(617) 287-6250

Doaromes L 2
The health of students and their use of alcohol and drugs are important concerns for every coll
university. The enclosed survey is about these issues at UMass/Boston. It s sponsored by c:zwnm
:aw.a,. ma..ssm and the PRIDE Program (Prevention, Resources, Information, 2nd Drug mncom%
questionnaire was developed by graduate students in Applied Sociology, Nursing, and Gerontol /

You were mm_onsa for the survey with a scientific, random procedure. Now | | 5 important 5%@3
.J:Lﬁ_“_: the a...wmcoaam_a so that we can obtain an unbiased description of the lergraduate ﬂ:aww..n- \

,_....mwwz_ommc s can then use the results ..o guide campus education and przvo 100 programs.
%ﬁzﬂ omm will Hwhww%_.w_m EE.m :_MQ.M i ey

OnymoUS. urvey responses to you. In an 0 i

University will not be affected whether or not you choose to umao«vm-m. ,E,cu b M“.N.”””“_ _.azoow. :

postcard w:“ N_oh s:”._mﬁ__”wﬂ::w:o 50 that we know we do not have (o ¢ * you again
Please u ovember 15th. If you have an :
S y questions o1 ent RIDI
program at 287-5680 or Professor Schutt at 287-6250. Also call the PRIDE pro f <om:. msw_”_ﬁa__x” ,

summary of our final report.
Thank you in advance for your assistance.

Hussell K. Schut;
Professor and Ch
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Consent Form B

m.uu!o: Cconsent Form for Social
and Behavioral Research

onsm._“naoaxmzma Cancer Center

m_ozo\miz\ox\cmo_\zoz\vﬂsoa Network Affiliates
OPRS 11-05

protocol Title: %ﬁéﬁéﬁg

DF/HCC Principal Research Investigator / Institution: D
Medical Center and Univ. of Massachusetts, Boston fi sl Scut EHD [Beth tarnel Deaconess

DF/MHCC Site-Responsible Research Investigator(s) / - Lidi
e neral Hospita igator(s) / Institution(s): Lidia Schapira, MD / Massachusetls
Interview Consent Form

A.INTRODUCTION
We are inviting you to take part in a research study. Research |

. Isa ini
who participates in a research study is called a *subject” This gﬁwﬂeéﬁq knowledge. A person
health workers might be willing and able to educate communities about th S Kigneder communiy
research studies. e pros and cons of participating in

tis expected that about 10 people will take part in this research study.

An institution that is supporting a research study either by ivi

. giving money i s A
important for the research is called the “sponsor” The mvo__moﬂw“ this uhn_,omncnv_ plying something that is
and is providing money for the research study. is National Cancer Institute

This research consent form explains why this resea i
plains rch study is being doni isi i ;
in _zm.a:mga: study, the possible risks and benefits of the ammmaﬂo m.csw .mﬂ”w._. _w. involved in participating
your :on.w m_m a research subject. The decision to participate is yours. If E: acQMo_,“wm - nm.:_o_um._oz. Al
sign and date at the end of the form. We will give you a copy so that you can refer to m ﬂﬂuﬁ. WM ki
u are involved

in this research study.

If you decide to participate in this research st i
udy, certain questions will be i
M_._.W_MM ”M Nm_ n_u”( ﬁ_ﬂ Mmmmmas m.:&. The research study has certain gc.&”ﬂﬂ“ﬂ% “,.o m”m 4 b
s you can be in the research study, you will be able to answer the 56:%__2.“ “HMW”_ o
ions.

If the ques i n
@ questions show that you cannot be in the research study, you will not be able to participate in th
e in this

research study.
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Date DFCI IRB Approved this Consent Form: January 16, 2007
Date DFCI IRB Approval Expires: August 13, 2007
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Obtaining informed consent also becomes more challenging in collectivist communities in which leaders
or the whole group are accustomed to making decisions for individual members. In such settings, usually in
1-Western culture researchers may have to develop a relationship with the community before individuals
can be engagedin research (Bledsoe & Hopson 2009:397-398)

Subject payments create another complication for achieving the goal of informed consent Although
to research participants can be a reasonable way to compensate them for their time and effort,
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avoid Deception in Research, Except in Limited Circumstances

Deception: Used
ments to creale more “realistic
the true purpose
closed to
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social experi

Deception occurs when subjects are misled about research procedures to determine
how they would react to the treatment if they were not research subjects. Deception
isacritical component of many social psychology experiments, partly because of
the difficulty of simulating real-world stresses and dilemmas in a laboratory setting
The goal is to get subjects “toacceptas true what is false or to give a false impression”
,Z:,: 1997:4). In Milgram’s (1964) experiment, for example, deception seemed
necessary because the subjects could not be permitted to administer real electric
shocks to the “stooge,” yet it would not have made sense to order the subjects to do something that they didn’t
find to be so troubling. Milgram (1992:187-188) insisted that the deception was absolutely essential, although
the experimental records indicate that some participants figured out the deception (Perry 2013:128-129)

The results of many other social psychological experiments would be worthless if subjects understood
what was really happening to them while the experiment was in progress. The real question: I this sufficient
justification to allow the use of deception?

Gary Marshall and Philip Zimbardo (1979:971-972) sought to determine the physiological basis of emotion
by injecting student volunteers with adrenaline, so that their heart rates and sweating would increase, and then
placing them in a room witha student “stooge” who acted silly. The students were told that they were being
injected with a vitamin supplement to test its effect on visual acuity (Korn 1997:2-3). Jane Allyn Piliavin and
[rving Piliavin (1972:355-356) staged fake seizures on subway trains to study helpfulness (Korn 1997:3-4). If
you werea member of your university’s IRB, would you vote to allow such deceptive practices in research? What
about less dramatic instances of deception in laboratory experiments with students like yourself?

Do you believe that deception itself is the problem? Elliot Aronson and Judson Mills’s (1959) study of the
severity of initiation to groups is a good example of experimental research that does not pose greater-than-
everyday risks to subjects, but still uses deception. This study was conducted at an all-women’s college in the
1950s. The student volunteers who were randomly assigned to the “severe initiation” experimental condition

stof embarrassing words. I think it’s fair to say that even in the 1950s, reading a list of potentially
g words ina laboratory setting and listening to a taped discussion were unlikely to increase the
ich students are exposed in their everyday lives. Moreover, the researchers informed the subjects that
expected to talk about sexand could decline to participate in the experiment if this requirement
them. None dropped out.
her ensure that no psychological harm was caused, Aronson and Mills (1959) explained the true
¢ experiment to the subjects after the experiment. The subjects did not seem perturbed: “None of the
xpressed any resentment or annoyance at having been misled. In fact, the majority were intrigued.
nt, and several returned at the end of the academic quarter to ascertain the result” (p. 179).
sfied that this procedure caused no harm? Do you react differently to Aronson and
11 you did to Milgram’s debriefing? The minimal deception in the Aronson and Mills ex
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Chapter 3 Researct

Social scientists who conduct research on behalf of specific organizations may face additional difficultie
when the organization, instead of the researcher, controls the final report .::_‘::. publicity it :,rsri; F_“
organizational leaders decide that particular research results are unwelcome, the researcher’s desire to have
_:M. findings used appropriately and reported fully can conflict with contractual obligations. Researchers can
often anticipate such dilemmas in advance and resolve them when the cont ract for research is negotiated—or
they may simply declinea particular research opportunity altogether. But, often, such problems come up only
afterareporthas been drafted, or the problems are ignored byaresearcher who needs to have a job or needs to
aintain particular personal relationships. These possibilities cannot be avoided entirely, but because of them
always important to acknowledge the source of research funding in reports and _cN..:v_aaaruaa_c_w,. ::“
of funding for research reports written by others )

m
inis

sources o
The _,..:.._::__ of withholding a beneficial treatment from some subjects also is a cause for ethical concern

The Sherman and Berk (1984) experiment required the random assignment of subjects to treatment conditions
and thus had the potential of causing harm to the victims of domestic violence whose batterers were not
arrested. The justification for the study design, however, is quite persuasive: The researchers didn’t know before
the experiment w hich response to a domestic violence complaint would be most likely to deter future incidents
(Sherman 1992). The experiment provided what seemed at first to be clear evidence about the value of arrest, so

it can be argued that the benefits outweighed the risks.

@ The Institutional Review Board

Federal regulations require that every institution that seeks federal funding for
biomedical or behavioral research on human subjects have an institutional review
board (IRB) that reviews research proposals involving human subjects—including
data about living individuals. According to federal regulations [45 CFR 46.102(d)],
research is “a systematic investigation . . . designed to develop or contribute to
generalizable knowledge,” and according to the Department of Health and Human
Services (DHHS) 45 CFR 46.102 (f)], a human subject is “a living individual about
whom an investigator (whether professional or student) conducting research obtains

Institutional review board (IRB):
group of organizational and ¢
y representatives requirec
deral |

to

2view the et

ts, or has any poter
to human subjects.

or harrr

data through intervention or interaction with the individual or just identifiable private
information.” The IRB determines whether a planned activity is research or involves
human subjects.

IRBs at universities and other agencies apply ethical standards that are set by federal regulations but can
be expanded or specified by the institution’s IRB and involve all research at the institution irrespective of the
funding source (Sieber 1992:5, 10). The IRB has the authority to require changes in a research protocol or to
refuse to approve a research protocol if it deems human subjects protections inadequate. Consent forms must
include contact information for the IRB, and the IRB has the authority to terminate a research project that

ates the procedures the IRB approved or that otherwise creates risks for human
> Office for Protection From Research Risks, National Institutes of
ors [RBs, with the exception of research involving drugs (which is the
of the federal Food and Drug Administration).
¢ adequate review of ethical issues, the regulations require that IRBs
e members, with at least one nonscientist and one from outside
ion (Speiglman & Spear 2009:124). The IRB must also include members
sexes, diverse backgrounds, and multiple professions. When research is
cerning vulnerable populations, such as prisoners, the IRB must include

r

Office for Protection From Research
Risks, National Institutes of Health:
The office in the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services (DHHS)
that provides leadership and suf

subjects

sion about the protection o
welfare, and well-being of subjects
involved in research conducted or
supported by HHS,inel

am ing experience with and knowledge about that vulnerable population. ing IRBs
Sen » community attitudes and training in human subjects protection
proc 1lsu required (Selwitz, Epley, & Erickson 2013).

nember of an institution with an IRB—including faculty, students, and staff at
must submit a proposal to their IRB before conducting research with identifiable

> rights




